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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Sir: 

In response to the Restriction Requirement mailed December 15, 2006, Applicants 
provisionally elect Group II, claims 22-31, drawn to a method of communicating between a 
server and an asset, with traverse . 

Applicants respectfully assert that the restriction is not proper. The Office Action asserts 
that claims 1-18, 20, and 21 are directed to computer-to-computer framing, and claims 22-31 
are directed to client/server. Applicants respectfully disagree. Furthermore, the arguments in 
paragraph A address an election of species, which are not relevant to the pending restriction 
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requirement. And Paragraphs B-D are conclusory statements, which do not support the 
reasoning for a restriction. 

Applicants point out that claims 1-9 are drawn to an apparatus for connecting a remote 
machine to a central system by way of a public network; claims 10-16 are drawn to an 
apparatus for connecting a remote machine to a central system; claims 17-18 are drawn to an 
apparatus for connecting a remote machine to a central system through a firewall that prevents 
incoming connections to the machine; claim 20 is directed to an apparatus for connecting a 
remote machine to a central system through a system that establishes solely transient 
connections to the machine and the central system; and claim 21 is drawn to an apparatus for 
connecting a remote machine to a central system through a system that establishes solely 
transient connections to the machine and the central system. 

The restriction has not established how these claims sets do not relate to a common 
inventive concept. A restriction is proper only if the claims are able to support separate patents 
and they are either independent or distinct. 

It is also respectfully submitted that the subject matter of all claims 1-18 and 20-31 is 
sufficiently related that a through search for the subject matter of any one group of claims would 
encompass a search for the subject matter of the remaining claims, as evidenced by previous 
searches conducted by the Examiner. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that the search and 
examination of the entire application could be made without serious burden. See MPEP §803 in 
which it is stated that "if the search and examination of an entire application can be made 
without serious burden, the examiner must examine it on the merits, even through it includes 
claims to independent or distinct inventions" (emphasis added). It is respectfully submitted that 



2 



Application No. 10/028,126 
Attorney Docket No. 16839.7 

this policy should apply in the present application to avoid unnecessary delay and expense to 
Applicants and duplicative examination by the Patent Office. 

Thus, withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement is respectfully requested. In the event 
of any questions, the Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate a telephone conversation with 
the undersigned representative. 

Dated this 12 th day of January 2007. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Jeffery M. Lillywhite/ Reg. # 53220 
JEFFERY M. LILLYWHITE 

Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 53,220 
Customer No. 022913 
Telephone No. 801.533.9800 
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